INTRODUCTION
Elections are the primary means by which the will of the people affects the behavior of the government in a democracy. Through elections, voters select good candidates and reward and punish incumbent politicians for their performance in office, acts that form the cornerstone of democratic accountability. The quality of this electoral connection between popular will and government performance depends on a host of factors, ranging from voter mobilization and electoral administration to legislative procedures and party competition. Political scientists have long studied how demographic and socioeconomic factors, as well as party and candidate mobilization efforts, influence the decisions of individual voters to participate in the political process.' Meanwhile, political scientists, lawyers, and economists have year. The legal regimes that regulate electoral timing are equally diverse. Sometimes the precise dates for all local government elections are specified by state statute. Elsewhere, electoral timing is discretionary, set partially or entirely by the local government institution subject to the election. The result is a patchwork of local government election practices, many of which change substantially from year to year. The primary question for this Article is how such institutional variation affects electoral politics.
The structure of our argument is roughly as follows. We begin with the empirical observation that the timing of local government elections varies enormously within the United States. Given this institutional heterogeneity, a natural next question is whether electoral timing matters. Unsurprisingly, we suggest it does. Empirically, temporally fragmented elections-those occurring at odd times during the year or during years in which there is no major November electionproduce systematically lower voter turnout. ' For reasons developed in Part II, we argue that the reduction in turnout is unlikely to be randomly distributed across the pool of potential voters. Elections held at odd times force potential voters to bear additional costs to participate in the political process. As these costs increase, voters with less at stake in the election will be more likely to abstain and voters with more at stake in the election will comprise a larger share of the active electorate, a phenomenon we label selective participation. When the costs of participation rise, elections that might otherwise have been dominated by majoritarian interests may turn into elections dominated by special interests, resulting in concrete differences in public policy.' Importantly, we use the term "minoritarian" or "special interest" descriptively rather than normatively. Electoral dominance by special interest groups may result in undesirable policies that benefit a minority by imposing costs or harms on a majority, but special interests may also have better information and more intense preferences about policy than the general public. Whether policy is better or worse when elections are dominated by special interest voters is an empirical question, one that we pur- 
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We offer an informal description of this phenomenon below, but one of us has elsewhere formalized a theory of selective participation and interest group politics. See Berry, Imperfect Union at 52-69 (cited in note 7).
sue here and in other ongoing work. If our account of electoral timing, selective participation, and special interest influence is correct, then voter turnout should drop dramatically in oddly timed elections and minoritarian interests should tend to dominate. Both of these effects are evident empirically. Against this backdrop, the Article surveys some of the legal regimes that regulate electoral timing in the United States and clarifies the normative considerations attendant in choosing an election timing regime.
I. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE
The timing of elections connotes several areas of existing scholarship that are not the subject of this Article. First, the frequency of elections or, equivalently, the duration for which a selected politician is able to stay in office without reelection may affect government accountability and the legitimacy of public policy. 9 Prior scholarship has, for example, argued that the greater the time in office between elections, the greater the agency problem in politics. 0 Political theory work on the normative properties of election timing follows similar themes." Related, in the redistricting context, the timing of redistricting measures can ameliorate or exacerbate potential political pathologies 2 and more generally, judicial conceptions of voting rights hinge on assumptions about the temporal nature of political participation rights."
A second literature concerns the timing of called elections in parliamentary systems. Unlike presidential regimes in which electoral timing is set ex ante, the timing of elections in parliamentary schemes is generally explicitly endogenous." Prior scholarship emphasizes how 9 See Eric Maskin and Jean Tirole, The Politician and the Judge: Accountability in Government, 94 Am Econ Rev 1034 ,1035 (2004 [77:37
Finally, the problem of electoral timing naturally relates to the broader voter turnout literature. This literature is expansive, but for current purposes, a few fixed points are worth special note. To start with, one of many findings in Wolfinger and Rosenstone's classic book on voting is that turnout in years without a presidential election is significantly lower than turnout in years with a presidential election. 20 Similarly, voting patterns in local government elections" generally and education-related elections" specifically are a common object of study. Turnout is systematically lower in local elections than in federal elections.' Turnout is lower in special district local elections than in elections for general purpose government office (for example, mayor or city council)." And, turnout is lower when elections do not piggyback on general elections for higher office. 25 Particularly relevant is work by Dunne, Reed, and Wilbanks, who argue that manipulation of electoral rules can sometimes allow politicians to select the median voter in a given election." They find that school bond measures are more likely to pass when turnout is low and that turnout is influenced by the timing of the bond election.n This Article builds on their work.
II. THEORY
The ability to exclude parties or candidates from ballots, to regulate who may vote, and to determine the way in which those votes are tallied are standard tools for influencing the outcomes of democratic elections. 7 Indeed, the ability to control who votes in an election is nearly the ability to choose who wins an election. In recent years, politicians, courts, and commentators have canvassed the ins and outs of redistricting as a tool of political control. The working (although contested) presumption of the redistricting literature is that political actors making use of increasingly powerful computer software and models of political participation can draw districts that all but ensure the 21 winners and losers of districted elections. We have little interest in wading into the redistricting debates, much less resolving them in this Article. Note, however, that political manipulation of redistricting seeks to control electoral outcomes by explicitly regulating which voters may vote in which elections. Put crudely, a redistricting scheme affects the likely median voter in an election by deciding who is permitted and who is not permitted to vote in a given district. In essence, it imposes an infinite participation cost on voters outside the district.
Rather than regulate the pool of eligible voters, as redistricting does, many other political institutions and electoral rules affect political participation in a different way: they alter the probability that an eligible voter will turn into an actual voter. Changing the costs of electoral participation accomplishes indirectly what redistricting seeks to accomplish directly: changing the median voter in an election to favor a preferred outcome.
select election dates is a useful tool for voter demographic manipulation). See also Tucker, Low Voter Turnout at *9-11 (cited in note 25) (noting that a set of particularly controversial Texas constitutional amendments passed, in part, due to strategic placement of an election at a time chosen to minimize turnout Poll taxes are an explicit, if objectionable, example, but virtually every feature of an electoral regime affects participation costs. At a minimum, voters must bear the costs of going to and from the polls; some will invest in information acquisition to learn something about the potential candidates or issues, and so on." Without opening up the black box of individual decisions to vote, we note that for a given participation cost structure, there will generally be some citizens who are indifferent between voting and not voting. For this group of citizens, the benefits of voting are exactly equal to the costs of political participation. As participation costs increase, these voters will stop participating and as a result, the median voter in the group of actual voters will change. Similarly, as participation costs decrease, some citizens who were unwilling to bear the costs of voting previously may choose to participate, again changing the identity of the median actual voter in the election. The simple point is that the observed or actual median voter is endogenous to the political participation cost structure.
Importantly, the voters who continue to participate in elections as the costs of doing so increase will be those with the most at stake in the election. These voters are special interest voters in the sense that they care more than the general population about the outcome of the given election. We refer to this dynamic as a "selective participation effect." Actual participation is a selective function of voter interest (potential gains or losses from the electoral outcome). Not only will turnout drop as participation costs rise, but the substantive political preferences of actual voters are likely to diverge from the political preferences of nonvoters in the jurisdiction.
This dynamic may be a bit opaque with respect to, say, a presidential election where information about candidates is widespread. But many local government elections are less well publicized and often even topically quite limited: they select officials for sewer, water, or school districts." As it becomes more costly to participate in sewer district elections, it will be citizens with some special interest in these outcomes who will participate, for example the employees of the district or new residents seeking an extension of sewer lines. Although this Article focuses on shifting participation costs generated by the timing of elections, virtually every facet of an electoral scheme affects participation costs and generates potential selective participation effects. Electoral generally lack information about politics, this lack of information will not necessarily lead them to make unreasoned decisions).
32 Dunne, Reed, and Wilbanks, 93 Pub Choice at 100 (cited in note 26). 33 See Berry and Howell, 69 J Polit at 846 (cited in note 22).
timing, then, is one element of this broader set of regulatory tools that may change the preference distribution of actual voters. To illustrate, consider three common electoral timing schemes found in local government elections. In the first, all local elections are held on the same day on the same ballot. In the second, elections for different offices are scattered throughout the year on different days. In the third, elections are coordinated within a year on the same day, but some elections are held in different years, including off-cycle without higher level state or federal elections. It is not clear which of these timing regimes is optimal a priori, but each generates different participation costs structures. The citizen who wishes to vote for all local government offices must go to the polls on only one day in the first regime, perhaps on dozens of days in the second regime, and at least once per year in the third regime. A voter who would not go to the polls to vote in a single sewer district election might nevertheless vote in that election if she is already at the polls to vote in the mayoral or presidential election. If these differences are significant, seemingly modest features of electoral institutions may alter the outcomes of elections and the policies chosen by elected officials."
To be clear at the outset, we emphasize that we are not making normative claims about the social desirability of alternative election timing regimes or the policies that are likely to result from them. When participation is costly only the voters who care most intensely about the issue at stake will turn out. By definition, these are "special interests." On the one hand, special interests may use their electoral influence to secure particularistic benefits for themselves at the cost of nonvoters. On the other hand, special interests are likely to be precisely those voters with the most information and the greatest expertise regarding the issue at stake, and their participation may result in better candidates being elected, ultimately leading to better public policy. Which of these two effects dominates in any given case is an empirical question.
This basic tradeoff-namely that delegating to those with expertise may generate better decisions but also gives the expert some latitude to exploit the principal-is a very general problem and a core element of literature on mechanism design. 35 For example, a very similar problem is familiar to scholars of the US Congress, where the ra-3 For a formal theory of these dynamics, see Berry, Imperfect Union at 52-69 (cited in note 7).
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For a discussion, see Andreu Mas-Colell, Michael D. Whinston, and Jerry R. Green, Microeconomic Theory 857-925 (Oxford 1995) (discussing the mechanism design problem, which concerns the elicitation of individual preferences and the constraints that limit social decisions in responding to these preferences).
tionale for the delegation of authority to committees has been a matter of longstanding controversy Delegating some policymaking authority to specialized committees may be an efficient way for the chamber to generate informed policies, but committees may also use their informational advantages strategically to benefit their members rather than the chamber." The choice of election timing, with its implications for selective participation, is another instance of this rather general problem.
If all this sounds obviously true, it should not. The selective participation account suggests that manipulating the timing of elections (or other political institutions) should alter the position of the realized median voter and therefore affect substantive policy decisions in government. However, there are robust literatures suggesting that this institutional variation should have no impact whatsoever on observed policy. Consider a general version of the Tiebout model." If citizens are mobile, jurisdictions that enact policy different from the preferences of citizens will suffer an exodus of residents and capital. If local governments compete with each other for an increased tax base, then the right bundle of public goods, taxes, and spending should be provided in each jurisdiction." If this theory is correct, then institutional variation like electoral timing should be largely irrelevant for determining policy. Voting with one's feet makes voting at the ballot box superfluous, implying that different electoral timing regimes should not be systematically associated with different policy outcomes in a perfectly competitive local government market. Similarly, if the preferences of voters (participants) in elections are fairly representative of nonvoters in a jurisdiction, then the extent of turnout should matter relatively little either for electoral outcomes or for the resulting public policy. The idea that participants in political processes will reasonably approximate the preferences of nonparticipants has a longtanding pedigree in political science.4 The selective participation thesis suggests otherwise, but there are sensible theoretical reasons to expect that electoral timing simply will not matter.
III. EVIDENCE
To make some headway on these issues we investigate the effect of election timing on voter turnout in municipal and school board elections and then discuss some preliminary results from an analysis of the effect of election timing on substantive policy outcomes. Although the empirical results are discussed here using mainly summary figures and simple statistics, all of the conclusions have been established using more 41 sophisticated econometric models in a companion paper.
We focus our analysis on local government elections in California for two reasons. First, there is a rich archive of electoral data available from the Center for California Studies at Sacramento State University. As explained below, this archive enables us to analyze thousands of local elections spanning 1996 through 2006. In most other states, by contrast, election data are maintained at the local level and must be collected on a cumbersome county-by-county basis.
The second and, in our view, more important reason for analyzing California is that hundreds of local governments in the state have changed the timing of their elections within recent memory. According to a statewide survey, more than 40 percent of responding cities made a change in the timing of their municipal elections in recent years. (unpublished manuscript, 2010) .
42
An exception is South Carolina. See Berry and Howell, 69 J Polit at 848 (cited in note 22) (noting that South Carolina "is the only state that centrally collects precinct-level election data for local school board races").
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Hajnal, Lewis, and Louch, Municipal Elections in California at ix-x (cited in note 3). been a shift in the date of the state's presidential primary designed to increase its influence in the national nominating process. When the state presidential primary date changed, localities that had been holding coinciding elections suddenly found themselves holding standalone, nonconcurrent elections. Others that had been holding nonconcurrent elections in the spring were able to consolidate their elections with the new primary date. Because local governments generally pay the entire cost of holding nonconcurrent elections but only a fraction of the costs for concurrent elections, the change in the state primary generated an incentive for localities also to change their election dates, and many did.
There has also been a large scale change in the timing of school board elections in California. Prior to 1986, school district elections were held in odd-numbered years, while most local government and state government elections were held in even-numbered years. In the mid-1980s, the California Assembly passed AB 2605," which authorized school districts to consolidate elections of board members with primary or general elections held in the county in which the district is located. The bill seems to have been overwhelmingly supported and the legislative history reveals that virtually all of the political rhetoric focused on the cost savings that would accrue from election consolidation and on the possibility of increasing voter turnout-generally described as an unqualified democratic good." Because of a then-recent change allowing other special districts to shift the date of their elections, had the bill failed, school districts would have been the only special district legally required to hold elections in odd years." As a result, at least one member of the legislature was concerned that school 44 costs." The modest debates in the press mirror these same concerns.
The little opposition to the bill that did emerge was generally focused on a provision of the law that required approval from the board of supervisors of the county in which the school board changing election dates was located." Some administrators thought the decision should be left to the school boards alone. The State Department of Education supported the measure, however, as did many superintendents. Following the passage of AB 2605, California experienced a widespread shift in the timing of school district elections. Whereas all school board elections were held in odd years prior to the change in the law in 1986, our estimates indicate that roughly two-thirds of the state's nearly one thousand school districts had changed their election dates to even years by 2006.
In the case of both municipalities and school districts, the changes in local election timing were spurred by changes in state policy, namely the change in the state presidential primary date in the case of municipalities and the passage of AB 2506 in the case of school districts. Because these statewide changes were exogenous from the perspective of individual local jurisdictions, we have a sort of "natural experiment" that allows us to estimate the effect of election timing on political participation and policy outcomes. Indeed, a major distinguishing feature of our analysis is that we are able to observe electoral and policy outcomes within a jurisdiction over time before and after a change in election timing.
The advantages of our differences-in-differences approach are significant when compared to a traditional cross-sectional analysis. A cross-sectional analysis compares outcomes from one set of jurisdictions holding even-year elections to outcomes from a different set of 48 See Letter from Richard Robinson, Assemblyman, 72d District, to George Deukmajian, Governor, State of California (Aug 21, 1986) (noting that "without enactment of AB 2605, school districts could ... be left to pay the full costs for conducting the expensive, low-turnout elections in the off years").
49 See, for example, Karen Maeshiro, Big Changes for Schools? Larger Classes, Middle School Reorganization Mulled, LA Daily News 1 (Feb 14, 2005) ("In other cost-cutting moves, the board at its Feb. 1 meeting approved petitioning the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors to move the district's school board elections from odd-numbered years to even-numbered years so they would coincide with general elections and save the district between $40,000 and jurisdictions holding odd-year elections. The differences between the two types of jurisdictions may be attributable to the effect of election timing, but the differences may also be due to other factors that differ systematically between jurisdictions holding even-versus odd-year elections. For example, according to our data, California school districts that hold elections in even years are smaller and less urban than districts that hold elections in odd years, have a lower proportion of students that are minorities, and have a lower poverty rate. Differences in voter participation and policy between even-and odd-year districts could be due to election timing, but the differences could also be due to other district characteristics that are systematically correlated with the timing of their elections. While it is, of course, possible to control for measurable district attributes in a statistical analysis, it is not possible to control for the unobservable aspects of the districts that are also likely to be correlated with election timing and voter participation (for example political interest or social capital). The natural experiment generated by statewide policy changes in California offers a clear opportunity for more rigorous analysis, allowing us to examine outcomes within the same district before and after a change in election timing. As long as other attributes of the district do not change before and after the shift in election timing, we can be more confident that the observed differences in outcomes are the result of the electoral regime.
A. Timing and Turnout
To analyze the relationship between election timing and voter participation, we draw on the California Elections Data Archive (CEDA) maintained by the Center for California Studies at Sacramento State University. The archive contains data on candidates, ballot designations, and vote totals for all county, municipal, school district, and community college elections held between 1996 and 2006. In total, the data cover more than 11,000 local government elections. The analysis herein focuses on the 4,900 school district and 3,300 municipal elections that comprise the bulk of the data."
The CEDA contains the number of votes cast for each candidate in each election. Based on this information, we computed voter turnout as the total number of votes cast in the election divided by the voting age population in the jurisdiction." Summary patterns for 51 The remaining three thousand elections consist of a smattering of community college, county, and other local offices that had relatively few elections each or could not be matched to a specific geographic area.
52 Note that our definition of turnout can differ for two elections held on the same day as a result of ballot rolloff. school district elections are shown in Table 1 ." Roughly two-thirds of school district elections were held in even years. Elections held in odd years garnered less than half the level of voter participation as those held in even years, and this differential was evident throughout all the years studied.
Comparable turnout results for municipal elections are shown in Table 2 . Four in five municipal elections occurred in even years. As was the case with school districts, turnout in municipal elections is roughly 20 percentage points lower in odd years. Figure 1 demonstrates the sawtooth pattern of voter participation across even and odd years that is evident in both municipal and school elections. Presidential election years also have even higher turnout than other evennumbered years (consistent with prior research)," while odd years show uniformly lower voter participation. Finally, turnout in municipal elections is between 5 and 15 percentage points higher than in school district elections, even when the two are held at the same time, likely as a result of ballot rolloff or abstention.
Whereas school district elections are held almost exclusively in November, about 20 percent of municipal elections are held in months other than November, primarily in March, April, and June. That is, electoral timing varies both across years and within years. As shown in Table 2, turnout is higher in November municipal elections in both even and odd years than in elections held during other times of the year. The highest level of voter participation is seen in November of even years, coincident with major state and national races, while the lowest participation occurs in months other than November in odd years, where median turnout drops to 10 percent of the voting age population.
While Tables 1 and 2 present only simple descriptive statistics, regression analyses that control for population size and demographic characteristics thought to influence voter turnout produce the same conclusions." More notably, the results hold when jurisdiction-level fixed effects are introduced. That is, within the same jurisdiction over time, turnout in school board elections is approximately 22 percentage 53 Because 94 percent of school district elections took place in November, we excluded other months from our analysis.
5 See note 20. 55 See Berry and Gersen, Electoral Timing (cited in note 41). Specifically, we control for population size, as well as the racial and age composition of the jurisdiction. In addition, we control for the homeownership rate and the fraction of families with children, which are expected to be especially important determinants of participation in local elections. We emphasize that these variables measure the aggregate attributes of the population in the jurisdictions, not the attributes of individual voters, and therefore the usual cautions regarding the ecological points higher in even years than in odd years; turnout in municipal elections is approximately 17 percentage points higher in even years than in odd years. In other words, turnout for municipal and school district elections roughly doubles when a jurisdiction changes its election date from an odd to an even year.
These results generalize prior cross-sectional work showing that turnout in California elections is higher among jurisdictions holding elections in even years," as well as work showing that turnout in school board elections in Riverside County increased significantly after the shift to on-cycle election years in California."
B. Timing and Policy
The observed relationship between election timing and voter participation in school and municipal elections is unsurprising and consistent with the idea that turnout for low-profile local elections is driven to a large degree by the coincidence of major state and national races. However, to say that the timing of local government elections affects turnout is not necessarily to say that timing affects policy. Even if voter turnout drops from 40 percent of eligible voters to 12 percent, if the preferences of the median voter in the first scenario mirror the preferences of the median voter in the second, the shift in turnout would have no impact on the electoral outcome or, by implication, subsequently enacted public policy. Indeed, if the same electoral outcome can be produced with lower political participation costs, lower turnout might even be considered a benefit.
The selective participation thesis, however, suggests that the policy preferences of voters in the low-turnout scenario will be significantly different from those in the high-turnout scenario. Those with the most at stake in the election will be more likely to participate when the costs rise than citizens with less at stake. If so, officials elected in off-cycle elections may look substantially different from politicians elected in on-cycle elections, and the resulting public policy should differ as well. To be clear, the resulting policy may be better or worse on the merits. For instance, parents of students in public schools have more at stake than adults without children and may also produce desirable changes in policy when they dominate school district elections. The central empirical question for the moment is whether, in fact, policy differs across the two electoral timing regimes. Prior work has shown that the timing of votes on public bond measures for education affects the probability of passage.m As discussed above, however, ascertaining the impact of timing on policy outcomes is generally a challenge because only a single timing regime and a single policy outcome are observed in any given jurisdiction. There is obviously useful information in the cross-sectional estimates, but to make stronger claims, one would like to observe policy in the same jurisdiction under different legal timing regimes. This is precisely what our research design allows.
We begin by focusing on school districts because of the rich data on local policies and student outcomes that are readily available. Indeed, there are literally dozens of substantive education policies that might shift because of selective participation effects related to election timing. If parents of enrolled children dominate off-cycle elections, test scores might increase, class size might be reduced, and so forth. If unions dominate school board elections, employee salaries might increase, tenure standards might be eased, and working conditions might become more favorable along other dimensions. If anti-tax groups dominate the election, overall educational funding might drop (depending on the state-financing scheme). Our ongoing research investigates these policy outcomes and others.
For illustrative purposes, however, we discuss some preliminary findings on teacher salaries and student test scores from a companion working paper." Teacher salaries represent a natural outcome by which to evaluate our theoretical prediction that special interests exert disproportionate influence when participation costs rise. First, there is already clear evidence of selective participation by teachers' union members in school district elections.. Second, higher salaries are a universal and unambiguous goal for teachers and their unions. Third, teacher salaries follow a rigid pay scale based on qualifications and experience, and comprehensive data on the pay scales are available from the California Department of Education (CDE)." On the 58 Dunne, Reed, and Wilbanks, 93 Pub Choice at 107-10 (cited in note 26) (showing that public school officials can increase the likelihood of success of school bond measures by scheduling the election during the school year because it lowers the cost of voting for those most likely to vote in favor of the measure).
59 Berry and Gersen, Electoral Timing (cited in note 41). other side of the ledger, student test scores represent one natural outcome by which to evaluate the argument that the expertise of highly informed voters will lead to better performance by boards that are elected in a low-turnout election. By comparison, we are not aware of comparable data available for county or municipal employee salaries or obvious performance outcomes for these governments. Thus, while salaries and test scores represent just two policy outcomes likely to be influenced by selective participation, they are particularly direct, easily measurable, and unambiguous outcomes.
We obtained the certificated salary and benefit schedule (form J-90) from the CDE for each school district and each year from 1999 through 2005." To identify teachers with the same qualifications and experience across districts, we focus on those at step ten in the salary schedule (BA degree plus sixty hours of continuing education)." The data show that teachers working in districts where elections are held in odd years earn roughly $1,700 more than similarly qualified teachers in districts with even-year elections, consistent with the selective participation prediction. With an average step ten salary of roughly $54,000, the even-year salary differential represents roughly a 3 percent reduction."
These figures are essentially cross-sectional comparisons of salaries in all-even-year districts with salaries in all-odd-year districts, subject to all the caveats about cross-sectional analysis noted above. There are also eighteen districts that changed their election timing from odd to even years over the course of the study period. Focusing just on data from these schedule-switching districts, we can compare teacher salaries before and after the change in election timing, essentially asking whether salaries go down (or up) in the same district after it changes its elections from odd to even years. Even with only 108 observations from 18 districts, the estimated effect of election timing remains highly significant statistically, although somewhat smaller than in the cross-sectional comparison. Teacher salaries go down with-62 No data is available from years prior to 1999. The data are obtained by CDE from local school districts through a survey. Although participation in the survey is voluntary, the response rate was 84 percent of districts representing 98 percent of the state's students in the 2006 survey. The responses are rigorously checked by CDE and reconfirmed with the districts before publica- 3,2010) . 63 Focusing on the starting salary, the highest salary, or the average salary yields comparable results to those discussed below. 64 In other work, we control for a variety of district level covariates that could influence teacher salaries. The main results remain unchanged. Controlling for district level covariates reduces the effect slightly to $1,400. See Berry and Gersen, Electoral Timing (cited in note 41). in a district by roughly $1,200, or 2 percent relative to the state average, after the switch from odd-year to even-year elections."
The effect of election timing on teacher salaries might be taken as evidence that special interests exert a nefarious influence in lowturnout elections. One possible reading of the data is that teachers dominate school board elections held in odd-years and subsequently are able to extract better deals during negotiations. On the other hand, a more positive selective participation gloss might be that parents or pro-education interests more generally dominate odd-year lowturnout school board elections. Such interests, possibly including unions, might prefer higher teacher salaries in the hopes of attracting better teachers and thereby improving educational outcomes for children. As an early attempt to disentangle these effects, we have compared standardized test results on the state's Academic Performance Index between and within districts in the same way that we did for teacher salaries. Although our work is ongoing, no findings so far establish a robust link between the timing of school board elections and student achievement as measured by standardized test scores.
The empirical analysis then is largely supportive of our thesis about electoral timing. Off-cycle elections generate systematically lower turnout and shifts in electoral timing produce identifiable shifts in voter participation and ultimately changes in public policy. Timing regimes that make it more costly for voters to participate in a given local government election produce measurable policy shifts in favor of special interests. These timing effects are detectable not just across jurisdictions, but even within jurisdictions where the timing regime has changed.6
IV. LEGAL REGIMES
To this point, the Article has argued that the timing of local government elections has significant implications for local democratic process. Electoral timing significantly influences voter turnout and generates identifiable differences in substantive policy outcomes. By now, constitutional lawyers may be quick to point out that the US Constitution directly addresses this institutional design problem for 65 These estimates come from a model including district and year fixed effects, as well as time-varying district level covariates. For complete results, see id.
66 While our analysis is focused exclusively on California, an independent analysis finds comparable results using cross-sectional data from eight states. See Sarah E Anzia, Election Timing Manner Clause, not only prescribes a careful balance of federal and state control of elections for federal offices, but also groups the timing of elections together with manner of holding elections.
Neither of these facts should be startling. The Founders recognized that the power to control elections for federal office is the power to destroy the federal legislature. Thus, while the Constitution allocates primary regulatory authority over elections to the states as a default, it also creates clear authority for the federal legislature to opt out of a state electoral scheme. Although the early debates contain many overlapping themes, one of the main points of disagreement was how to balance the fact that states would know how best to manage elections, the realization that the authority to regulate contains the power to undermine, and the concern that granting undisputed authority to set the terms of elections to the federal legislature would generate a risk of self-dealing.
Throughout these debates, one finds a candid acknowledgment that the ability to control the manner, place, or time of an election constitutes an ability to influence the election's outcome. As for why the Constitution does not give this authority to the federal legislature as a default, the Founding debates reveal an ever-present concern about the risk of self-dealing and self-preservation. Surprise elections about which only one group knows, or elections held in a remote location to which most citizens do not have access, allow those in charge to control who votes.
As already noted, our goal in this Article is not to prescribe an optimal legal regime for local government election timing. This Part does, however, survey some of the most common legal regimes and identify relevant tradeoffs that would warrant consideration in any serious normative analysis. 
A. Legal Variation
Even a cursory glance at the state laws regulating electoral timing in local government reveals enormous heterogeneity. Most of the legal regimes can be split along two dimensions. First, some laws require what might be described as piggybacking-coordinating most local government elections with other local, state, and federal electionswhile others allow or mandate fragmentation -holding individual elections or small clusters of elections on different days.0 Nassau County, New York, constitutes an extreme case of fragmentation: there are special district elections on at least twenty-four different days of the year and at least one each in eleven of the twelve months of the year. 70 Second, state laws differ with respect to which institution gets to make the decision about when to have elections. Recall that California school districts were allowed to change their election dates but only subject to the approval of another local government institution." Other localities are given near complete discretion to decide when local elections will be held. For example, Alaska provides complete freedom for municipalities to select their own election times, providing that they enact a measure when diverging from the default coordinated date.
Other states regulate the timing of local government elections rigidly, although the regimes differ significantly as to the degree of parsimony. At one extreme, municipalities in Connecticut are given two options for their biennial elections-the first Monday of May or the first Tuesday after the first Monday of November in odd-numbered years. 73 At the other extreme, the timing of Louisiana's elections are strictly mandated but subject to a near-byzantine timing scheme. 73 Conn Gen Stat Ann § 9-164 (West). These municipal elections include the election of first selectmen and selectmen. Conn Gen Stat Ann § 9-188 (West). The board of selectmen has more discretion when deciding when special elections will be held when there are vacancies or a newly created office, but still must follow a number of restrictions and notice requirements. Conn Gen Stat Ann § 9-164(b) (West).Towns are required to have an annual town meeting, but special town meetings can also be convened by the selectmen or twenty voters. Conn Gen Stat Ann § 7-1 (West). General elections for municipal and ward officers who are not elected at the same time as the governor or members of congress shall be held on the fourth Saturday after the first Saturday in April of an election year unless the primary election for such officers is held on the second or third Saturday in February; in such case the general election shall be held on the fourth Saturday after the second or third Saturday in February, as the case may be, of an election year.
Most states occupy intermediate locations on this continuum.
A single provision in Montana law makes clear that general elections must be held on the first Tuesday after the first Monday of November in even-numbered years to vote on ballot issues and "to elect federal officers, state or multicounty district officers, members of the legislature, judges of the district court, and county officers."" On election days in odd-numbered years, the state elects municipal officers, officers of political subdivisions wholly within one county, and other specified officers." (1) As illustrated by the data from Nassau County, local governments in New York are allowed significant latitude regarding elections."
B. Normative Gestures
If this Article's theoretical account of timing is correct, then some back-of-the-envelope analysis regarding the right way to regulate the timing of elections is in order, even if we can only identify some of the relevant tradeoffs and their respective magnitudes. Our goal, therefore, is more to clear some conceptual underbrush than to propose concrete policy reforms.
Low levels of voter turnout are generally lamented in democratic theory.. It is tempting, therefore, to think that coordinated or centralized election regimes in which all local elections are held on the same date on the same ballot should be strictly preferred. Moreover, to the extent that there are any economies of scale for elections-as there almost surely are-a single annual election for all local government officials also helps economize on the financial costs of holding elections. Temporal fragmentation drives turnout down and is likely more costly in a strict administrative sense.
The reason the pure coordination regime falters as a normative matter is that turnout in the aggregate is imperfectly correlated with per-ballot-item voting. Even if one cared only about the quantity of voter participation rather than the quality of voter participation, it is this latter statistic that warrants emphasis. Moreover, the quality of electoral decisions should be a joint function of the number of voters and the quality of individual judgments. Individual voters may pay less attention to a given issue in an on-cycle election, when it must be eva-
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"The general village election shall be held on the third Tuesday in March except in any village which presently elects, or hereafter adopts a proposition to elect, its officers on a date other than the third Tuesday in March." NY Elec Law § 15-104(1)(a) (McKinney). Elections for "town officers and for the consideration of such questions as may be proposed by the town board or the duly qualified electors, pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, shall be held on the Tuesday next succeeding the first Monday in November of every odd-numbered year." NY Town Law § 80 (McKinney). However, Broome County is allowed to hold its election on the Tuesday after the first Monday in November of an even-numbered year. NY Town Law § 86 (McKinney). The disorganization of elections in Nassau County is a result of the county continuing to have special improvement district commissioners. Though constrained by notice and a few other requirements, special improvement district commissioners were allowed to choose the date of their elections. NY Town Law § 212 (McKinney). An effort to get rid of the office and give its authority to the town boards led to NY Town Law § 57-a (McKinney), which required that the town board vote by at least three-fourths to continue the office or that the voters in the district hold a special election to keep the office. luated alongside many other issues, than they would have given to the same issue were it considered alone in an off-cycle election. So long as citizens have a limited stock of political attention in any given time period, spreading elections across time periods may result in an increase in per-issue or per-election citizen attention, even if aggregate turnout is lower.
A robust finding in the study of elections is that long ballots produce nontrivial rolloff effects: issues near the top of the ballot are much less likely to result in abstention than issues at the end of the ballot." A pure coordination regime would inevitably generate longer ballots, increase rolloff, and almost certainly reduce the degree of attention paid to the less prominent races on the ballot. Thus, while perfect coordination of local government elections is intuitively appealing on turnout grounds, it is unlikely that these regimes generate the best mix of turnout, attention, and abstention. In theory at least, such rolloff could produce outcomes that are identical to the fragmented electoral outcomes if special interests always vote in their most preferred races and general interests abstain (in the single-ballot regime) from the same races that they do not vote for in the off-timing or fragmented regime. In practice, the empirical results suggest otherwise.
If the pure coordination solution is unlikely to be optimal, the other corner solution of complete separation seems undesirable as well. Holding local government elections in eleven months of the year may give citizens the opportunity to carefully consider each individual vote, but the costs of going to the polls with such frequency are almost certain to drive down political participation among all but a small subset of the community. Again, this could produce welfare increases if this subset cares a great deal more than the rest of the jurisdiction or if this subset has greater expertise than the rest of the population. However, it is also possible that this subset will take the opportunity to extract resources for itself at the expense of the rest of the jurisdiction.
To say that neither corner solution seems optimal, however, is not to say all that much. And the fact that we cannot identify the right amount of fragmentation or clustering with any degree of accuracy might be taken as discouraging for institutional designers. By the same token, if the political institution that controls election timing has the right incentives to balance the above considerations, there might be no reason for concern. State laws governing electoral timing often vest significant discretion in the hands of local institutions; if the exercise of that discretion is subject to desirable political pressures, perhaps the timing of elections is likely to be about right.
Unfortunately, if the analogy between redistricting and electoral timing is right, then there is every reason to think that vesting discretion about timing in the same institutions subject to those elections produces a genuine risk of self-dealing. The expansive redistricting debates seem to have left unresolved the best way to manage this risk. Nevertheless, if one is of the view that state legislatures cannot be trusted to draw their own electoral districts in a fair way, then it might sensibly follow that local government institutions ought not be given the authority to control the timing of their own elections.
There is, however, also a deeper problem for normative analysis of election regimes-a problem not just for election timing, but also for normative evaluation of political institutions more generally. To illustrate, we have argued that, empirically, election timing affects the costs of political participation; when election timing is fragmented, voters selectively participate, turnout changes, and so too does policy. An easy and crude way to characterize this result is that fragmented election timing produces minoritarian (special interest) policy. In a system that prizes majoritarianism, it is easy to think any institutional arrangement that produces minoritiarian policy is undesirable (setting aside our earlier discussion of expertise and preference intensity). Calling one regime majoritarian and the other minoritarian, however, requires identifying the appropriate baseline. After all, actual voters in any election often represent a minority of the overall voting-age population (that is, potential voters). Because every bundle of electoral institutions generates participation costs, actual voters are always a subset of the universe of potential voters.
The actual voters in a coordinated election scheme -all elections on the same ballot-will be a subset of potential voters. The actual voters in a fragmented timing regime will be a subset of potential voters too. In either case, the actual median voter is likely to differ from the median citizen. The choice then is really between the electorate produced by the single ballot (coordinated timing) and the electorate produced by many ballots (fragmented timing). To be clear, the median voter should differ across these two regimes, but it is extremely difficult to say which regime produces outcomes that adhere most closely to some hypothetical potential majoritarian ideal.
A natural starting point is the median voter of the pool of all qualified voters, that is the median citizen. However, on sensible democratic theories the views of those who choose not to vote in a given election are not the right benchmark. And that is precisely the dynamic at work when voters choose not to participate in oddly timed local elections. Alternatively, any timing regime (or other electoral regime) might be described as more or less minoritarian (majoritarian) than the status quo, but there is no reason to think the status quo is the right baseline for comparison either-even assuming that majoritarianism is the appropriate benchmark for democratic theory.
If one prefers to avoid the majoritarian position as a normative benchmark, theoretically one could advance a sort of crude welfarist analysis. Unfortunately, the normative property of timing regimes as a general matter is no easier here. The basic problem is that as participation costs rise, it is the groups most affected by an election that participate. Such special interests are, by definition, parties with the most to win or lose in the process. The remainder of the community (nonvoters) cares less about these elections, while the participating groups care a great deal. Thus, it is entirely possible that allowing special interests to control these elections would be social welfare-enhancing, which would suggest greater fragmentation with low turnout in local government elections would actually be better from a welfarist perspective." So long as the rest of the population cares little and the minority cares a lot, allowing groups with the most at stake to determine electoral outcomes may enhance rather than reduce welfare. The difficulty is that the opposite conclusion is entirely plausible as well, particularly if the minority can use its electoral influence to impose costs on the majority. All of which suggests that a good deal of modesty is in order with respect to any claims about the right or best electoral timing regime.
CONCLUSION
This Article takes as its target the timing of local government elections. Notwithstanding the enormous heterogeneity with respect to the timing of local government elections in the United States, electoral timing has been underemphasized in the literature. Conceptually, we seek to locate the strategic manipulation of electoral timing within the broader toolkit of local government. Because electoral timing produces participation costs, different timing regimes produce different levels and types of voting in local government elections. By taking advantage of a change in the law regarding electoral timing, this Article documents that different timing regimes produce drastically different turnout rates across a wide range of local government elections and systematically different policy outcomes.
